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course,	 we	 develop	 a	 discussion	 of	 mobilities	 as	 a	 social	 order,	 replete	 with	 constraints,	 conditions	 and	
contradictions,	 in	 dialogue	 with	 Goffman's	 understanding	 of	 interaction	 order	 and,	 more	 specifically,	 his	
remarks	 on	 territories	 and	 social	 relations.	 We	 draw	 on		 ethnographic	 work	 undertaken	 with	 a	 team	 of	
‘outreach’	professionals	tasked	to	care	for	the	street	homeless	in	the	UK	city	of	Cardiff.	The	team	enact	their	
duty	of	 care	 through	a	 repeated	patrolling	of	 the	 city	 centre,	 in	 the	 course	of	which	 they	aim	 to	encounter	
clients	and	engage	them	in	the	provision	of	 immediate	services	and	in	planning	for	support	that	might	meet	













In	 this	 article	 we	 draw	 on	 field	 observations	 of	 a	 local	 authority	 outreach	 team	 tasked	 to	 look	 out	 for	 the	
homeless	on	 the	 city	 streets	of	Cardiff,	UK.	This	 is	work	on	which	we	have	 reported	previously	 (see	Hall	 and	
Smith,	 2011;	 2013;	 2014;	 2015),	 and	 which	 we	 develop	 here	 as	 a	 distinct	 contribution	 to	 the	 theme	 of	





with	 (im)mobilities	 to	be	methodological:	 if	 ‘[a]ttention	to	the	 fluid,	 fleeting,	yet	powerful	performativity	of	a	
multitude	of	everyday	 (im)mobilities	 transforms	conceptions	of	sociological	 inquiry,	explanation	and	critique’,	
then	this	has	implications	for	the	practice	of	research	and	the	ways	in	which	analysis	might	be	folded	into	the	









particular	to	this	context	can	be	found	 in	the	second	of	the	three	sections	 into	which	this	article	 is	divided.	A	
third	 and	 final	 section	 argues	 that	 ethnographic	 attention	 paid	 to	 the	 mobility	 practices	 of	 urban	 outreach	
reveals	those	practices	to	be	constitutive	of	the	very	settings	and	limits	within	and	along	which	they	might	first	
appear	to	operate;	the	‘front	line’	across	which	homeless	outreach	operatives	extend	themselves	is	something	
they	 also	 repeatedly	 produce	 in	 movement.	 To	 recognise	 this	 is	 to	 recognise	 grounds	 for	 critique:	 an	
intersection	between	urban	ethnography,	street-level	(im)mobilities	and	visions	of	the	good	city.	Before	either	
of	 these	two	sections,	however,	and	 in	anticipation	of	each,	we	frame	our	contribution	overall	by	setting	out	
something	 of	 what	 we	 see	 as	 the	 conceptual	 troubles	 and	 fruits	 encountered	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 urban	






emphasise	 that	 the	 consequences	 and	 politics	 of	 (im)mobilities	 are	 handled	 and	 produced	 situationally	 in	
interaction.	And	this	is	something	we	think	is	lost	in	treatments	of	mobility	as	an	all-encompassing	order.	This	is	
not	to	simply	comtrast	the	moving	with	the	static	–	interactions	take	place	on	the	move	and	involve	movement	
too	–	but,	 rather,	 to	 think	about	 the	ways	 in	which	mobilities	and	 interaction	are	co-constitutive	orders.	This	
leads	to	a	necessary	engagement	with	the	distinction	that	Goffman	made	(1983:	3)	between	the	situational	and	
the	merely	situated;	the	former	referring	to	that	which	can	only	happen	in	co-presence	and	the	 latter	to	that	
which	 simply	 happens	 to	 be	 so.	 So,	whilst	 the	 key	 tenets	 of	 Interactionism	 are	 broadly	 compatible	with	 the	
mobilities	 paradigm	 –	 specifically	 a	 rewriting	 or	 outright	 rejection	 of	 static	 notions	 of	 structure	 and/against	
agency,	 taking,	 instead,	both	 to	be	an	outcome	of	process	 (Atkinson	and	Housley,	2003;	Rawls,	1987)	–	each	
poses	analytic	questions	of	priority	 for	the	other.	The	central	 tension	revolves	around	the	question	of	 ‘where	





manifested	 in	 real	 situations	 generates	 and	 shapes	 both	 the	 individual	 and	 his	 or	 her	 social	




programme	of	 theoretically	 informed	observational	 research	 it	has	been	 shown	 that	all	 the	grand	matters	of	
sociological	 trouble	 turn	 out	 to	 be	 handled	 by	 people	 in	 situ	 on	 a	 moment-by-moment	 basis	 (Duneier	 and	
Molotch,	1999).	Yet,	at	the	same	time,	it	is	hard	to	ignore	the	ways	in	which	the	field	of	mobilities	research	has	
over	the	past	decade	demonstrated	that	socio-technological	change	has	prompted	a	questioning	of	previously	
stable	 assumptions	 of	 how	 settings	 and	 situations	 are	 produced	 and	 organised	 in	 and	 through	 relations	 of	
(im)mobility	such	that	they	come	to	be	treated	as	‘real	situations’	in	the	first	instance.	And	this,	we	argue,	raises	
a	pressing	 issue	 for	 the	 social	 sciences,	 certainly	 so	 if	we	are	 to	understand,	apprehend	and	 intervene	 in	 the	
street-level	politics	of	 the	 contemporary	 ‘global’	 city.	 The	 intersection	of	mobilities	 research	and	 theory	with	
Interactionist	concepts	has	been	taken	up	in	the	work	of	Ole	B	Jensen	(2010)	to	good	effect	in	questioning	the	






Goffman,	 of	 course,	 writes	 a	 good	 deal	 of	 movement;	 famously	 between	 front	 and	 back	 regions	 (1959),	 of	
vehicular	 units	 on	 city	 streets,	 and	 the	 circulations	 of	 the	 traffic	 system	 (1972),	 and	 of	 territories	 of	 the	 self	
which	can	be	situational	or	fixed,	or	‘egocentric’	and	move	with	the	person	(1972:	52).	In	specific	relation	to	our	
case,	Goffman	also	writes	of	claims	and	patrol,	in	introducing	a	discussion	of	the	notion	of	territory:		
























More	 than	 to	any	 family	or	 club,	more	 than	 to	any	 class	or	 sex,	more	 than	 to	any	nation,	 the	
individual	belongs	 to	gatherings,	and	he	had	best	 show	he	 is	a	member	 in	good	standing.	The	
ultimate	penalty	for	breaking	the	rules	is	harsh.	Just	as	we	fill	our	jails	with	those	who	transgress	
the	 legal	 order,	 so	we	partly	 fill	 our	 asylums	with	 those	who	act	 unsuitably	 –	 the	 first	 kind	of	
institution	being	used	 to	 protect	 our	 lives	 and	property;	 the	 second	 to	 protect	 our	 gatherings	
and	occasions.	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	




and	compulsions	upon	the	behaviours	permissible	within	 it	and	demanded	by	 it.	The	 interaction	order	 is	thus	
characterised	by	a	series	of	commitments,	conditions	and	constraints	belonging	neither	to	structure	nor	agency	
but	to	social	settings	and	encounters.	 Interaction	 is,	 thus,	a	production	order	sui	generis	 (Goffman,	1983;	see	
also	Rawls,	1987).	We	might	ask,	however,	as	we	do	via	our	discussion	below,	how	this	understanding	of	power	
and	constraint	operates	in	terms	of	the	movements	and	mobilities	that	find	people	involved	in	gatherings	and	
social	settings	 in	the	first	 instance?	 If	people	claim	and	patrol	more	or	 less	fixed	and	more	or	 less	permanent	
territories,	how	might	we	come	to	see	these	territories	as	produced	in,	rather	than	pre-existing,	movement?	If	










milieu	 of	 the	 city	 is	 produced	 in	 rhythmic	 and	 arrhythmic	 circulations,	 arranged	 in	 palimpsest.	 And	 we	 can	









the	 idea	 that	 you	 are	 not	 from	 round	 here,	 and	 is	 likely	 to	 prompt,	 before	 too	 long,	 a	 well-meaning	
intervention	from	someone	who	is	and	wants	to	lend	a	hand:	‘Are	you	lost?	Can	I	help?’.	That	is	one	possibility,	
but	there	are	others,	depending	on	what	 ‘lost’	 is	 taken	to	mean.	As	Kevin	Lynch	notes	 in	his	classic	study	of	




more	plastic	bags	 they	are	 lugging,	or	 the	shopping	 trolley	 they	are	pushing,	piled	high	with	what	 looks	 like	
scavenged	rubbish).	Such	a	person	might	look	lost	in	some	other	way,	might	look	adrift	somehow,	or	undone;	
and	as	such	they	might	give	off	a	rather	different	impression	in	terms	of	where	they	are	from	or	belong	–	they	
are	 likely	to	 look	as	 if	they	have	nowhere	else	to	go,	as	 if	 ‘round	here’	 is	all	they	have	to	work	with.	We	are	
talking	about	‘the	homeless’,	and	although	they	too	stand	still	on	occasion	they	also	move,	shuffling	along	on	
fugitive	errands	that	share	pavement	space	with	those	around	them.	Unlike	those	in	the	grip	of	geographical	
uncertainty,	 the	 homeless	 do	 not	 draw	 so	 very	 much	 by	 way	 of	 kindly	 attention.	 Something	 about	 them	
forestalls	well-meaning	intervention,	and	they	less	often	hear	that	same	enquiry:	‘Are	you	OK?	Can	I	help?’	





them	onto	the	city	streets	–	call	 them,	as	we	have	above,	 the	homeless.	Similar	provision	can	be	found	 in	a	
great	many	UK	 cities.	 The	Cardiff	 team	 includes	 a	 range	of	health	 and	 care	practitioners,	 among	 them,	 and	
central	to	our	purpose	in	this	article,	a	small	number	of	specialist	outreach	workers.	These	latter	represent	the	
team’s	 front	 line,	 tasked	 to	 meet	 up	 with	 likely	 clients	 on	 the	 city	 streets	 and	 reach	 out	 to	 them	 with	
immediate	services	(hot	food,	first	aid,	information	and	advice)	and	the	promise	of	more	if	those	they	meet	up	















out	of	 sight,	 and	good	 reasons	 for	wanting	 to	do	 so,	on	occasion.	Added	 to	which,	 a	 further	difficulty,	 they	




city	centre	–	the	team	undertakes	at	 least	two	patrols	daily,	each	one	 lasting	at	 least	a	couple	of	hours;	our	
fieldwork	 engagement	 has	 been	 defined	 by	 this	 practice.
1
	 This	 makes	 outreach	 work	 a	 mobility	 practice,	






Homelessness	 is	 not	 a	 game	 of	 hide	 and	 seek	 or	 anything	 else,	 of	 course;	 nor	 is	 outreach	 work	 an	






is	working	–	as	 it	 is	 for	the	social	worker	and	the	paramedic;	but	more	than	this,	 looking	 is	working	too	and	
takes	some	skill;	it	is	a	practice	that	outreach	workers	learn	to	be	good	at,	and	it	requires	not	only	leg-work	but	
leg-work	 of	 a	 particular	 sort,	 having	 less	 to	 do	 with	 getting	 anywhere	 than	 with	 searching	 out	 and	
reconnoitring.	Outreach	workers	 casting	 about	 for	 clients	 in	 the	middle	of	 Cardiff	 are	mobile,	 certainly,	 but	
they	cannot	be	described	as	on	their	way	to	somewhere	any	more	than	someone	looking	for	something	can	be	
described	 as	 looking	 at	 it.	 What	 they	 want	 (to	 find)	 is	 not	 only	 not	 to	 hand	 but	 missing.	 And	 under	 such	





by	 the	 side	of	 the	 road;	 it	 is	 early	morning,	 still	 dark.	 She	 is	 joined	by	her	 co-worker,	 and	 together	 they	
make	 their	way	on	 foot	 across	 the	 road	 and	between	barriers	 to	 enter	 a	 bus	 station.	Here	 they	begin	 a	
steady	walk	up	and	down	the	empty	bays,	making	their	way	to	the	end	of	each	bay	and	then	back.	They	
move	slowly	and	patiently,	but	not	idly;	they	seem	to	be	looking	for	something,	or	if	not	that	exactly	then	in	
the	business	of	directing	 their	 attention	 somehow;	but	 it	 is	not	altogether	 clear	what	 it	 is	 they	are	after	
(they	 are	 not	 here	 to	 catch	 a	 bus,	 that	 much	 is	 clear).	 At	 intervals	 they	 pause	 to	 examine	 or	 consider	
something	 underfoot,	 some	 trace	 or	 indication	 that	must	matter	 to	 their	 line	 of	work:	 a	 couple	 of	 beer	
cans,	a	discarded	shoe,	a	sheet	of	cardboard	laid	flat	beside	a	bench.	One	of	the	two	stoops	down	to	pick	
up	and	examine	a	scrap	of	paper,	half	of	a	chemist’s	prescription.	They	puzzle	over	this	together,	and	move	
on.	Ten	minutes	 later	 they	have	 left	 the	bus	 station	behind	and	are	at	 the	 far	end	of	a	 rear	access	 lane,	
approaching	 a	 wire	mesh	 security	 gate	 and	 a	 building	 site	 beyond.	 The	 gate	 is	 secured	 by	 a	 chain	 and	
padlock,	but	there	is	enough	give	in	the	gate	to	allow	one	of	the	two	to	squeeze	through	to	the	other	side.	
On	the	uneven	ground	beyond	she	stops	by	a	muddied	blanket,	nudging	it	aside	with	one	foot	to	reveal	a	










well	 in	 advance	of	 any	 subsequent	 negotiation	with	 a	 hard-to-reach	homeless	 client.	Outreach	workers	 out	
and	about	 in	 the	middle	of	Cardiff	 in	 the	pre-dawn	are	not	walking	 to	work;	 they	are	 looking	 for	work	–	or,	
rather,	 the	 looking	 itself	 is	 work;	 they	 are	 searching.	 And	 we	 suggest	 that	 searching	 –	 for	 someone	 or	
something	–	is	not	only	a	distinctive	mobility	practice,	but,	more	than	that,	a	mobility	practice	in	which	what	
might	appear	to	be	distinct	conceptions	of	what	it	is	to	move	fold	into	one	another.	











mode	 certain	 practices	 characterised	 by	 bodily	 disengagement	 may	 apply:	 ‘[w]alking	 while	 listening	 to	 a	
walkman	or	ipod,	walking	while	talking	on	the	mobile	phone,	and	walking	while	eating’	(2008:	131).		
Discursive	walking	is	different:	it	is	not	destination	orientated,	or	needn’t	be;	it	is	a	spontaneous	and	
participatory	activity	 ‘in	 the	course	of	which	one	 ‘half	 consciously	explore[s]	 the	 landscape	while	 sensorially	
experiencing	 it	passing	by’	 (2008:	132).	Such	distinctions	have	their	uses,	certainly,	but	do	not	quite	capture	
the	obligated	yet	 circling	movement	of	 the	urban	homeless.	Nor	 is	 it	 clear	 just	where	 the	 sorts	of	outreach	
work	with	which	we	are	concerned	would	fit	here.	What	sort	of	walking	is	searching?	Purposive?	Discursive?	






(what	 seems)	 an	 idling	 sort	 of	 pace	 sometimes	 even	 as	 it	 counts	 as	 urgent	 business;	 it	 appears	 hesitant	 at	
times,	 yet	 this	 seeming	 indecision	 is	 in	 fact	 the	 mark	 of	 expert	 familiarity,	 a	 tentative	 sensitivity	 to	 the	










who	 receive	 enough	 attention	 elsewhere),	 suggests	 yet	 another	 subject:	 the	 searcher;	 person	 in	 search	 of	
something.	Searching,	we	propose,	is	a	distinctive	mobility	practice,	with	its	own	logics	and	choreography;	it	is	a	




mind.	 And	 –	 perhaps	 most	 importantly	 –	 a	 mobility	 practice,	 a	 mobile	 method	 even,	 already	 in	 play.	 Not	











moving	 through	 it,	 rather	 they	 constitute	 the	 city	 by	 practising	 mobility’	 (2009:	 140).	 Our	 observations	 of	
outreach	 workers	 on	 patrol,	 searching	 out	 and	 ministering	 to	 their	 rough	 sleeping,	 hard-to-reach	 clients	
provide	 possibilities	 for	 examining	 just	 such	 a	 constitutive	 relation	 of	 pedestrian	 mobilities	 and	 the	 social	
organisation	of	everyday	city	space.	Our	argument,	to	restate,	is	that	the	peripatetic	mode	of	enquiry	and	care	
we	have	shared	with	outreach	workers	not	only	traverses	but	produces	the	contours	of	the	landscape,	territory	






constitutive	 of	 the	 edges	 of	 such	 observable	 organisational	 frames	 in	 the	 first	 instance.	 In	 this	 sense,	
(im)mobilities	 and	 interaction	 are	 mutually	 constitutive	 orders.	 (Im)mobilities	 do	 not	 simply	 emerge	 from,	
characterize	or	connect	given	social	conditions,	experiences	or	settings,	or	scales	of	socio-spatial	organisation,	
but	 are	 central	 to	 the	 production	 of	 knowledge	 and	 perception,	 meanings	 and	 relations,	 and	 situational	
accomplishments	of	action,	practice	and	social	organisation.	 In	 terms	of	urban	sociology,	 such	a	perspective	
and	ensuing	programme	of	studies	would	take	seriously	the	sense	in	which	urban	actors	are	participants	to	a	
constantly	 emergent	 and	 mobile	 organisation	 of	 urban	 life	 entailing	 the	 ubiquitous	 and	 situated	 mobile	
demands	of	dealing	with	co-presence,	involvement,	situational	propriety,	normal	appearances	and	navigation	
and	 searching.	 A	 similar	 reworking	 of	 sociological	 approaches	 to	 the	 urban	 in	 a	 mobilities	 perspective	 so	
oriented	 to	 street-level	practices	would	necessarily	proceed	by	discovering	or	 revealing	 the	organisations	of	
(im)mobilities	 of	 bodies,	materials,	 objects,	 ideas	 and	 goods	which	 produce	 –	 not	 simply	 exist	within	 –	 the	
contours	of	urban	space	and	place	in	which	they	are	found.	 	 	 	
As	demonstrated	through	our	case	of	the	provision	of	street-care	to	the	rough	sleeping	homeless	we	
can	note	how	(im)mobilities	are	not	ancillary	to	the	experience	of	either	homelessness	or	outreach	work	but	
are	 inextricable	 from	 conditions	 of	 urban	 vulnerability	 and,	 indeed,	 the	 provision	 of	 street	 care.	 Outreach	
workers’	circulations	and	attentions	enact	a	city	of	care,	repair	and	kindness	that	is	at	the	same	time	inflected	
with	 a	 particularly	 urban	 socio-spatial	 politics	 (Hall	 and	 Smith,	 2015).	 The	mobile	 production	 of	 the	 city	 is	
reflexively	 tied	 to	 a	 cumulative	 knowledge	 of	 place	 as	 the	 product	 of	 regular	 and	 routine	 (although	 not	
necessarily,	 and	 necessarily	 not,	 routinized)	movement.	 Here	we	 have	 designated	 this	 skill	 ‘streetcombing’,	




mobility	 practice	 and	 also,	 we	 have	 suggested,	 a	 particularly	 urban	 form	 of	 care.	 A	 necessarily	 open	 and	
exploratory	 form	 of	 pedestrian	 engagement	 that	 negotiates	 the	 scale,	 anonymity,	 and	 affordances	 of	 city	
space	 for	 their	 rough	 sleeping	 clients	 to	 be	 tucked	 away	 in	 the	 middle	 of	 things	 and	 the	 street-level	
governance	 and	policing	 of	 (im)mobilities	which	 finds	 rough	 sleepers	 and	outreach	workers	 in	more	 or	 less	
constant	circulation.		














how	 a	 given	 care	 practice	 is	 produced,	 in	 interaction.	 In	 this	 sense,	 outreach	 work	 whilst	 bearing	 a	 family	









that	 ‘grand	 themes,	 such	 as	 mobility	 and	 the	 good	 city,	 are	 susceptible	 to	 empirical	 research	 through	




relational	 landscape	 of	mobilities.	 And	whilst	 it	 is	 always	 tempting,	 and	 perhaps	 necessary,	 sometimes,	 for	
urban	sociologists	to	look	up	from	or	beyond	or	behind	the	everyday	appearances	of	the	street-level	city,	we	
want	to	argue	that	more	attention,	much	more,	needs	to	be	paid	to	the	everyday	circulations	of	people	on	city	














us	moving	around	the	centre	of	Cardiff	 together	with	outreach	workers	as	 they	conduct	 their	daily	patrols.	Outreach	workers	do	other	
things	too,	of	course	–	make	calls,	keep	records,	attend	meetings	–	but	outreach	patrol	 is	the	thing	they	do	that	we	have	done	too	and	




of	 the	sort	described	here	something	all	 that	new	or	 local.	Consider	Egon	Bittner,	 remarking	here	on	the	mobility	 task	 facing	US	police	
officers	working	with	the	homeless	and	hard-to-reach	almost	fifty	years	ago:	‘If	…	[a	homeless	man]	disappears	from	sight	and	one	wishes	























what	Kusenbach	describes	as	 ‘their	 “natural”	outings’	 (2003:	463).	 Such	outings	might	 resemble	 informants’	 everyday	 routines	but	are	
nonetheless	semi-contrived.	Kusenbach	suggests	the	researcher	‘follow[s]	informants	into	their	familiar	environments	and	track[s]	outings	
they	would	go	on	anyway	as	closely	as	possible,	for	instance	with	respect	to	the	particular	day,	the	time	of	the	day,	and	the	routes	of	the	








Myers	has	 it,	 the	 ‘spatial	practice	of	walking	…	activates	encounters	within	and	with	particular	contexts	through	ambulant,	kinaesthetic	
and	communicative	movement	and	interaction’	(2004:	187),	and	this	activation	can	take	conversation	(and	commentary)	to	places	it	might	
not	 otherwise	 have	 ventured.	 Agreed.	 One	 further	 instance	 of	 walking	 as	mobile	method,	 again	 intersected	with	 artistic	 practice	 but	
otherwise	at	some	remove	from	Myers’	work,	is	provided	by	archaeologist	Chris	Tilley,	whose	attempts	to	understand	ancient	Neolithic	art	






But	 again	we	 emphasise	 that	 in	 the	 case	 of	 outreach	we	 are	 dealing	with	 a	mobility	 practice	 already	 in	 play	 –	 not	 introduced	 and/or	
practised	by	the	researcher	as	method.	
8
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